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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is filed in response to the application filed on 2/27/2004, and IDS filed 
on 2/27/2004. 

2. Claims 1-15 are pending. Claims 1 and 14 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 7-10, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Mehrle (US Patent: 5,794,236, issued: Aug. 11, 1998, filed: May 29, 
1996) in further view of Leonardos (US Patent: 6,778,972 B2, issued: Aug. 17, 2004, 
filed: Dec 4, 2000). 

With regards to claim 1 , Mehrle teaches a method of generating a document 
management system, the method comprising: 

a) Importing one or more documents in electronic form (Fig 5a, reference number 50, 
column 8, lines 11-22: whereas, a digital document is imported for classification into an 
organizational/hierarchical structure containing categories and subcategories as shown 
in Fig 2.) 

b) Designating an organizational structure including main categories and one or more 
levels of subcategories (column 5, lines 39-46: whereas, an organizational / legal 
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hierarchical structure is designated through commercial attainable means, or also 

manually created/designated by a user). 
c) Assigning the one or more documents to one or more of the main categories and 
subcategories within the organizational structure (Fig 2., column 9, lines 45-53: 
whereas, the document is assigned a classification level (each level is indicative of a 
category or subcategory) in the organizational structure shown in Fig 2.). 

However, although Mehrle imports, designates, and assigns one or more 
documents to categories within an organization/hierarchical structure, Mehlre does not 
expressly teach automatically generating a document management system including 
the one or more documents organized within the organizational structure and accessible 
via a computing system. 

Leonardos however teaches automatically generating a document management system 
including the one or more documents organized within the organizational structure and 
accessible via a computing system: whereas, all documents are organized in an 
indexed folder hierarchical structure (Figs 1C-1 to 1C-5, column 6, lines 23-40). 
Furthermore, a web site is automatically generated for use as a document management 
system for providing access to the indexed electronic documents and is stored on a 
server (column 5, lines 56-60: whereas the website is accessed by using a browser), 
and the web site is accessible over the internet (column 5, lines 38-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Mehrle's organizational system, by using Mehrle's 
classification (document assignment data) with Leonardos's indexing data to have 
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automatically generated a document management system (which was accessible over 
the internet) as taught by Leonardos. The combination would have allowed Mehrle's 
organizational system to have allowed users navigation and access to the 
organizational structure, through a user interface and also allowed for maintenance of 
the navigational structure. 

With regards to claim 7, which depends on claim 1 , Mehrle and Leonardos teach 
a method wherein the document management system comprises a website and is 
accessible via the Internet (column 5, lines 56-60: whereas the website is accessed by 
using a browser) and the web site is generated to provide a document management 
system, and is accessible thorough the internet (column 5, lines 38-45)). 

With regards to claim 8, which depends on claim 1 , Mehrle and Leonardos teach 
a document management system as explained in claim 1 , and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

Furthermore, Leonardos teaches a document management system comprises a 
CD-ROM and is accessible via a computer (column 1, lines 1-25: whereas, a document 
management system (or elements thereof) can be housed in a storage medium such as 
a CD-ROM and is accessible via a server or remote computer). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Mehrle and Leonardos invention to have also included a 
document management system comprising a CD-ROM, and was accessible by 
computer, as also taught by Leonardos. The combination would have allowed alternate 
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means for storing/retrieving data related/used by the document management system, 
and an alternate means for data mobility/transfer. 

With regards to claim 9, which depends on claim 1, for a method wherein the 
document management system comprises computer readable storage medium, is 
similarly explained in claim 8, and is rejected under the same rationale. 

With regards to claim 10, which depends on claim 1 , Mehrle and Leonardos 
teach the one or more documents, as explained in claim 1, and is rejected under the 
same rationale. Furthermore, Leonardos teaches the forms comprise forms associated 
with a specific industry (Fig. 12A: whereas the industry shown is Intellectual Property.) 

With regards to claim 14, Mehrle teaches a method of automatically generating 
computer readable electronic information, the method comprising: 
a) Associating electronic documents within an organization structure designated by a 
user, wherein the organizational structure includes main categories and one or more 
levels of subcategories, as similarly explained in claim 1, and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

However, Mehrle does not teach a method for automatically generating a website 
indexing the electronic documents within the organization structure, modifying one of 
the electronic documents using a user interface, and automatically updating the website 
to reflect the modified electronic document. 
Leonardos teaches a method comprising: 

a) Automatically generating a website indexing the electronic documents within the 
organization structure: whereas, all documents are organized in an indexed folder 
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hierarchical structure (Figs 1C-1 to 1C-5, column 6, lines 23-40). Furthermore, a web 
site is automatically generated to provide access to the indexed electronic documents 
and is stored on a server (column 5, lines 56-60: whereas the website is accessed by 
using a browser), and the web site is accessible over the internet (column 5, lines 38- 
45). 

b) Modifying one of the electronic documents using a user interface (Fig 121-2, column 
16, lines 25-30: whereas, the user is able to modify one of the electronic documents 
using the user interface, by selecting various options such as 'Edit' or 'Delete'.) 

c) Automatically updating the website to reflect the modified electronic document 
(column 5, lines 60-65: whereas, the server automatically updates the website to reflect 
all activities (including modification of documents)) 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Mehrle's indexing system to have further included the ability 
to have automatically generated a website for indexing, modifying and updating 
documents within an organizational structure as taught by Leonardos. The combination 
of Mehrle and Leonardos would have allowed Mehrle's system to have "allowed users 
to store their computer files in a manner that is easy to organize for later retrieval and 
usage" (column 2, lines 49-51). 

With regards to claim 15, which depends on claim 14, Mehrle and Leonardos 
teaches a method for automatic updates, as similarly explained in claim 14, and is 
rejected under the same rationale. Furthermore, Leonardos also teaches a method 
wherein the automatic update is transparent to the user (column 15, lines: 20-30: 
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whereas, when a user modifies a file, such as deleting the file, the document 
management system updates the indexing data without the user knowing it). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Mehrle and Leonardos's automatic updating system, to 
further included the ability to have provided updates that were transparent to the user, 
which was also taught by Leonardos. The combination of Mehrle and Leonardos would 
have allowed Mehrle's system to have reduced user intervention, thus simplifying the 
user interaction with Mehrle's system. 

4. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mehrle (US Patent: 5,794,236, issued: Aug. 11, 1998, filed: May 29, 1996) and 
Leonardos (US Patent: 6,778,972 B2, issued: Aug. 17, 2004, filed: Dec 4, 2000) in 
further view of Ludwig et al. (US Patent: 6,816,904 B1, issued: Nov. 9, 2004, filed: May 
4, 2000). 

With regards to claim 2, which depends on claim 1 , Mehrle and Leonardos teach 
a method for importing, in claim 1, and is rejected under the same rationale. However, 
Mehrle and Leonardos do not teach a method wherein the step of importing further 
comprises modifying properties of the one or more documents. 
Ludwig et al teaches a step further comprises modifying properties of the one or more 
documents (column 31, lines 25-28: whereas, it is inherent that a file has properties 
such as a file name, and it is taught that a property (the property being a file name) of 
the file/document can be modified). 
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It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Mehrle and Leonardos's importing method to have also 
allowed a user to have modified a file name of the document(s) as taught by Ludwig et 
al. The combination of Mehrle and Ludwig et al would have allowed Mehrle's importing 
method to have allowed the user to change a file name for a document to a more 
meaningful/useful name if needed. 

With regards to claim 3, which depends on claim 2, Mehrle, Leonardos, and 
Ludwig et al teach a similar method, as explained in the claim rejection for claim 2, and 
is rejected under the same rationale. 

5. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mehrle 
(US Patent: 5,794,236, issued: Aug. 11, 1998, filed: May 29, 1996) and Leonardos (US 
Patent: 6,778,972 B2, issued: Aug. 17, 2004, filed: Dec 4, 2000) and Ludwig et al. (US 
Patent: 6,816,904 B1, issued: Nov. 9, 2004, filed: May 4, 2000) in further view of 
Elfering (PCT: WO 01/40967 A2, published: June 7, 2001, international filing: November 
24, 2000). 

With regards to claim 4, which depends on claim 2, Mehrle, Leonardos, and 
Ludwig et al, teach a method for modifying the properties for a document, as similarly 
explained in claim 2, and is rejected under the same rationale. However, Mehrle, 
Leonardos, and Ludwig et al do not teach one of the properties comprises a digital 
format of the electronic form and wherein the modification includes format 
standardization. 
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Elfering teaches one of the properties comprises a digital format of the electronic 
form and wherein the modification includes format standardization (Abstract, 
"transforming diverse formats and computer systems to a selected standardized 
format"). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Mehrle, Leonardos, and Ludwig et al's property modification 
method to have further included the method to transform a format for a particular 
document, into a standard format as taught by Elfering. The combination of Mehrle, 
Leonardos, Ludwig et al, and Elfering would have allowed Mehrle's system to have 
been able to achieve a document management system comprising/referencing with 
homogeneous document formats. 

6. Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mehrle (US Patent: 5,794,236, issued: Aug. 11, 1998, filed: May 29, 1996) and 
Leonardos (US Patent: 6,778,972 B2, issued: Aug. 17, 2004, filed: Dec 4, 2000) and 
Ludwig et al. (US Patent: 6,816,904 B1, issued: Nov. 9, 2004, filed: May 4, 2000) in 
further view of Southwest (Southwest Data, published March 2000, pages 1 and 2). 

With regards to claim 5, which depends on claim 1, Mehrle and Leonardos teach 
importing a digital document as explained in claim 1, and is rejected under the same 
rationale. However, Mehrle and Leonardos do not teach importing comprises importing 
comprises importing from a third party vendor. 
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Southwest teaches a third party vendor that converts paper documents to digital 
format (pages 1 and 2: whereas, a third party vendor scans paper documents and 
provides the scanned documents in digital format). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Mehrle and Leonardos's method for importing a digital 
document, to have imported a digital document using digital documents provided by a 
third party vendor, such as taught by Southwest. The combination of Mehrle, 
Leonardos, and Southwest, would have allowed Mehrle's system to cut costs by using 
resources provided by third party vendors. 

With regards to claim 6, which depends on claim 5, Mehrle, Leonardos, and 
Southwest teach wherein the third party vendor comprises a scanning company, as 
similarly explained in the claim rejection for claim 5 above, and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

7. Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Mehrle (US Patent: 5,794,236, issued: Aug. 11, 1998, filed: May 29, 1996) and 
Leonardos (US Patent: 6,778,972 B2, issued: Aug. 17, 2004, filed: Dec 4, 2000) in 
further view of HealthCare (Prudential HealthCare, published: Aug 16, 2000, page 1). 

With regards to claim 11, which depends on claim 10, Mehrle and Leonardos 
teach the industry, as explained in claim 10, and is rejected under the same rationale. 
However, Mehrle and Leonardos do not teach the industry comprises the health care 
industry. 
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HealthCare teaches an HTML form which is from the health care industry (page 
1: whereas, a feed back form for specific health care programs is shown). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Mehrle and Leonardos's method for importing documents 
from a particular industry to have further used forms that were specific to the health care 
industry as taught by HealthCare. The combination of Mehrle, Leonardos, and 
HealthCare would have allowed Mehrle's organizational system to have been 
specialized for a specific industry. 

With regards to claim 12, which depends on claim 10, Mehrle, Leonardos, and 
HealthCare similarly teach a method wherein the forms are associated with one or more 
health care programs, as explained in the rejection for claim 1 1 above, and is rejected 
under the same rationale. 

8. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Mehrle 
(US Patent: 5,794,236, issued: Aug. 11, 1998, filed: May 29, 1996) and Leonardos (US 
Patent: 6,778,972 B2, issued: Aug. 17, 2004) in further view of Simpson et al (US 
Application: US 2003/0041102 A1, published: Feb. 27, 2003, filed: Aug. 27, 2001). 

With regards to claim 13, which depends on claim 1 , Mehrle and Leonardos 
teach the method of assigning the one or more documents, in claim 1 , and is rejected 
under the same rationale. However, Mehrle does not teach assigning one of a plurality 
of standard document sizes to the one or more documents, wherein an actual document 
size may not be identically equal to any of the plurality of standard document sizes. 
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Simpson et al teaches a method for assigning one of a plurality of standard 
document sizes to the one or more documents, wherein an actual document size may 
not be identically equal to any of the plurality of standard document sizes (paragraph 
0094: whereas, the standard document size are the available user media types, and the 
actual document size is assigned to the closest matching selected standard document 
size). 

It would have been obvious to one of the ordinary skill of the art at the time of the 
invention to have modified Mehrle and Leonardos's method for assigning properties (ie. 
Main categories, or levels of subcategories) to have further included the assignment of 
a closest matching standard document size, to the actual document as taught by 
Simpson et al. The combination would have allowed any one of the actual documents 
used by the management system to have been compatible (size-wise) with 
equipment/viewers that only support standardized document sizes. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Chen et al. (US Patent: 6,009,442, issued: Dec. 28, 1999, filed: Oct. 8, 
1997): This reference teaches implementing standardized document 
formats. 

• Hsu et al (US Patent: 6,377,956 B1 , issued: Apr. 23, 2002, filed: Feb. 22, 
1999): This reference teaches document management using document 
objects. 
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• McClendon et al (US Patent: 6,625,61 9 B1 , issued: Sep. 23, 2003, filed: 
Mar. 15, 2001): This reference teaches a hierarchical method for 
document management. 

• Song (US Patent: 6,748,185 B2, issued: Jun. 8, 2004, filed: May 24, 
2002): This reference teaches choosing the closest standardized 
document size with respect to a scanned image. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wilson Tsui whose telephone number is (571)272-7596. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Patent Examiner 
Art Unit: 2178 
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